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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to determine vhat
specific types of criticism students perceive as being most helpful,
wvhether student percepflons of helpfulness in different types of
criticism vary according to individual levels of speech anxiety or
exhibitionism, and whether student perceptions of helpfulmness in
different types of criticism vary according to study and instructor
sex differences. The subjects were 309 college students enrolled in a
basic speech communication course. Ten of the classes were taught by
male instructors, ten by female instructors. The subjects were
administered a revised version of the Personal Report of Confidence
as a Speaker. The results indicated that students did not have a
general preference for criticism of delivery or content. They
apparently felt that both types of criticism were equally important.
Also, student preferences indicated that instructors should include
both positive and negative comments in their criticism, (WR)
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~Criticism and evaluation is a vital part of teacher behavior in the
Speéch classroom, Every instructor must face the quesiion posed by Holtzman
(1960, p.1): "What can I say (or write or do) that will result in this
student's improving his communicative ability?" This is a complex question
which is difficult, if not impossible, to answer at the present time. Teacher
behavaor has generally been prescribed by inferences based on psychological
model% of behavior change or by theory based on classroom experience.
Erickson (1970) indicated that research studies testing the effectiveness of
criticism and evaluation techniques are, for the most part, shallow and
inconclusive. |

Sprague (1971) developed and used an observational schema whereby
oritical ccmments can be desoribed using the technique of content analysis.
Every criticism can be classified according io four dichotomies: (1) content-
delivery, (2) positive~negative, (3) personal-impersonal, and (4 )atomistic-
holistic. Operational definitions of these terms are included in Appendix A
Sprague utilized these dichotomous classifications because of four basic areas
of controversy which she identified in the literature related to speech
eriticism,

The first dichotomous classification was inclvded because authorities
disagree about the relative emphasis that should be placed on content and
delivery in criticism, Uhile Reid (1971) and Phillips (1970) argue that the
eritic should comment primarily on content, other writers (McOGraw, 1924;
Balcer and Seabury, 1965; Dedmon, 1967) recommend a balance in critical

emphasis on content and delivery.



The second classification was utllized because a controversy exists in
the literature regarding the proportion of positive and negative cormments
which should be included in criticism. Several theorists {Balcer and Seabury,
1965; Bostrom, 1961;”heid, 1971; Robinson and Ke;ikas, 1963) #rgue for a high
proportion of positive comments. Learning theory suggests, however, that 1t
is not a good practice to let undesirable behavior continue without comment
since, in effect, that behavior is being reinforced (Bugelski, 1964); and
there is some evidence that an excess of praise may have damaging psychological
effects (Farson, 1963; Gibb, 1961; Ginott, 1969).

The third dichotomy was included in the Sprague content analysis procedure
because of the basic controversy between the learning-based model of be¢hevior
change and the self model, Behaviorally oriented writers (Baker, 1967;
Bugelski, 1964; Kelly, 1965; Kibler, Barker, and Miles, 1970) maintain that
criticism should be as objective as possible and that a teacher'!s own affective
responses, attitudes, and values are inappropriate elements in the oritical
process. Others (Moustakas, 1966; Phillips, 1970; Rogers, 1969; Seiger, 1956)
claim that affective responses may be essential to the establishment of an

uthentic personal teacher-student relationship which is a prerequisite of
learning.

The fourth dichotomous classification was used Lecause some theorists
(Dedmon, 1967; Kelly, 1965) stress the importance of evaluating speoific
aspects of & speech performance while others (Balcer and Seabury, 1965; Veaver,
Borchers, aid Smith, 1952) emphasize that the teacher should always include a
comment about the overall performance.

The positive-negative dichotomy is the only critique variable which has

been empirically investigated in terms of studént response., While analyzing



student recall of critioism, both Arnold (1964) and Albright (1967) found

that students recalled significantly mors negative comments than positive
comments, Research by Bostrom (1961) indicated that negative or positive
eriticiem might have & corresponding effact on self concept as a communicator.
This does not indicate, however, that students have a negative reaction to
negative criticism. When Albright (1967) asked students to rate their personal
reaction to each comment received as either positive or negative, students
reacted positively to 57 percent of all comments that criticized their speeches
negatively,

Except for the above emphasis on positive and negative comments, empirical
studies of student response to criticism have tended to focus on all types of
criticiem in general, Since student perceptions of helpfulness provide one
preliminary means by which to evaluate the theoretical controversy which under-
lies the Sprague content analysis technique, the first question under consider-
ation in this exploratory investigation was:

What specific typss of criticism do students perceive as being
more helpful; i.e., content or delivery, positive or negative,
personal or impersonal, atomistic or holistic?

Instructors who see slow improvement or a lack of improvement in many
students have reason to doubt whether classroom criticism effects positive
improvement in the speaking abiiity of some students, Casual classroom
observation would tend to indicate that student r%éponses to clagsroom
criticism vary in terms of individual characteristics. Student response,
howaver, has seldom been analyzed in light of individual student differences.
On the basis of theoretical evidence, Arnold hypothesized that students of high
academic aptitude would improve significantly more as a result of criticism

than students of low academic aptitude, UJhen instructors criticized student



speeches as they saw fit, Arnold found the direct opposite of his hypothesis
to be true; in fact, studénts of high academic aptitude actually regressed in
quality of performance when they wefe subjected to criticism.

Arnold!'s finding indicates the necessity of investigating other individual
student characteristics, and self concept theory presents one area for
investigation. Brooks (1971) states that an individual!s self concept affects
the way he selects and processes communication. A student with a low self
concept is likely to be'sensitive to eriticiem, over-responsive to praise,
hypercritical of himself, and pessimistic toward competition. On the other
hand, a student with a high self concept is likely to be confident of his
ability, to accept praise without embarrassﬁent, and to look at criticism as
being beneficial, i.e., a chance to acknowledge weaknesses and set out to
change them. The self is conceptualized as multidimensional with different
self #spects'affecting a personts behavior in different situations (Gergen, -
1969). Since speech anxiety ard exhibitionism are iwo aspects of self concept
which contribute to speaker confidence and may be considered salient in the
setting of classroom speech performance and criticism, the general question
under consideration in this exploratory investigation was: |

Do student perceptions of helpfulness in different types
of criticism vary according to individual levels of speech
anxiety or exhibitionism? If so, how do they vary?

Recent findings indicate that sex variables influence classroom criticism

+ and student response, Albright (196?) found that female students generally
have better attitudes toward eriticism than do male students. In addition,
Sprague (1971) found that both student and instructor sex were significantly
related to the Lypes of criticism students actually received. Because sex

variables are related to research in this area, the third general question
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under considration 4 this explotatory dnvestightion wasi ‘
Do student peraeptions of hlepfilngss ih différent typss

of oriticlsm vary aceording to student and inistructor sex
differencest If 8d; how 4 they vary?

ubleots
The 309 students whd particibated in this investigation were énrélled in
twenty olass seotions of COM 114 (Fundameiitals of Speech Communicatioft) at
Purdue University during the spring semester of 1972, Ten of the olisses ware
taught by male instructord} tén by female ihstraotors, Under male instructors,
sighty students were male and seventy-six were female, There were ninety males
and sixty-three females in the ten classes taught by female instruotors,

Methodology
Subjects were administered a revised version of Gilkinsonts (1942)

Porsonal Report of Confidence ag & Spgaker (PRCS), 9ince factor analytic
regedrch by Friedrich (1970) indioates that the PRCS is hot unidimensional, the
instrument was revised for use in this study, On the basis of Friedrich's
results, items were extracted from the PRC3 and submitted to factor dnalysis
u8ing the principal factor method with produdt moment correlations and normal
varimax rotation, Using the data Friedrich gathéred from 366 subjects at the
University of Kansas, items wore gradually ddleted during four analyses, The
final instrument comprised two eighteitem sujscales medsiritg speech anxiety
and exhibitionism, The findl factor analysis of this instruient produced an
orthogonal solution of two eight-item factors, indicating subscale indépéhde_néegl

_ IProduct moment correlations were computed bety cp_t,,otql ggoreq on the
subgoales, the sixteenciten inetruiet, and the total PRGS inyantor t Doores
on the sixteen-item irstrument sorrelated (89 With socres on the 10k~item PROS.
At the pame tine) the gerrelation cgefiigiéﬂ? betwaeh eubsoble sqored waa 456,
drils the Sotal éixtq'naitqmm;ngt;fmmt has kden oansuriant vellaity vith ihs

W03, 1t provides a oleansr meabsurement of spesker qonfidende bedause the
dimerisions baing meaatired are moie olearly dt!ﬁbdc

et



Persons who scorse high on the exhibitionism subscale take pride in their
speaking ability. They report that they face the prospect of making & speech
Wwith complete confidence. They report feelinp expansive and fluent while
speaking; ideas and words come to mind éasily. On the other hand, persons who
scors high on the anxiety subscale are reporting that they reel awkward vhen
making a speech. Before the speech, they become frightened and nervous.

During the speech, they lose the thread of their thinking, become confused,
Jumble the speech, and become flustered when anything unexpected ooccurs. On
the basis of student response to this sixteen-item instrument, subjects in this
study were divided evenly into low, medium, and high levels of speech anxiety
and exhibitionism,

The four dichotomous classifications utilized in the Sprague content
analysis procedure provide 8 basic labels for lifferent types of critiocism. In
addition, the classifications can be combined in 24 two-way combinations (e.g.
content-positive), 32 three-way combinations (e.g., delivery~impersonal-~
atomistic), and 16 four-way combinations (e.g., content-negative-impersonal-
holistic). Since this approach provides 80 differant ways in which to describe
different types of criticism, the procedure of obtaining responses in &
hypothetical setting was necessary to insure that response to all types of
ceriticism would be obtained.,

A collection of critical comments was developed which reflected all of the
dimensions of criticism equally. Three graduate students in speech education
compiled sixty statements for possible inclusion in a questionnaire. Using
Sprague's four dichotomies, five graduate students with experience in teaching
apeech coded each of these statsments, On the basis of interjudge agreement,
32 comments were retained as & stimulus. Within this collection of critical



oommenta, eanh of the aight nlageifications {aontent and delivery, positive and
negative, personal and impersonal, atomistid and holistie) was treprecented
sixteen times, It is possible for the eight classifications to be combined in
sixteen different four-way combindtions, Each of these possible combinations
was represented twice in the stimulus. The critical comments utilized are
listed as examples in Appendix A,

In a hypothetical situation, subjects were asked to respond to each of the
critical comments, They were to assume that they had just finished delivering
& five-minute speech in their class and that they received these comments from
their instructor: Since it is not likely that an instructor would give a
student all of these comments on one speach, subjects were asked to respond to
each comment individually., Acsuming that they received the statement and
thought ip to be an accurate assesament of their speech, they rated the
helpfulneés of each comment by r:isponding on a seven-point continuum, The ends
of the continuum were anchored by the terms '"not “elpful" and "very helpful,"

Although the major limitation of this study was that subjects responded in
a hypothetical situation, each of the subjects hed experienced speechmaking in
the classroom and had received oriticism from his instructor. However,.
despite the facot that the iristructicns for the questionnaire were carefully
designed to assist subjects in adapting to the hypothetical setting, the
possible inability of some students to adapt to that situation rust be
acknowledged in interpreting research findings.

Data Ana;xsis
Several analysis of variance designs weére used to test for significant

differences in perceived helpfulness ratings.



A2 x2x2x2 factorial deaign within the general populatiqp was used to
test for diiferences in helpfulnéss ratings Goross the four diiensions of
oriticism.

A3 x2x2x2x2 design was employed to determine whether high, medium,
or low levels of speech anxiety in students are related to significant o
differences in perceived halpfulness iaiings for different types of oritioism.
The sems design was used to analyze the reiqtionship between student levels of
exnhibitionigm and helpfulness ratings.

In ordsr to deternins Qﬁether student and instructor sex differences are
relaﬁed to significant differences in perceived helpfulness ratings, & six-
factor, partially hierarchal design was used, In this design, the student sex
factor vas nested under instruotor sex differences.

A seven-factor, paftially hierarchal design was employed to analyze the
relationships between siudent and instructor sex variables, levels of student
speech’anxiety, ard differences in perceived helpfulness ratings. In this
design, the student sex factor was nested under the instructor sex factor, amd
tho specch anxiety faotor was nested under both student and instructor sex.

The sare design was used to analyze student and instructor sex variables,
levels of student exhibitionism, and related differences in helpfulness ratings
for different typss of criticism,

Tha Nevman-Keuls 3equential Range Test was employed when appropriate to
locate the significance found in each analysis of veriance design.

Results
The questionnaire to which students responded contained two oritieal

comuents representing each of the four-way combinations possible under the



content analyeis technique. Perceived helpfulness ratings of the two comments
representing each four-way combindtion were combined into one total rating,
Therefore, while students respoided on a seven-point soale, the ratings used
for stqt;gtical analysis had a possible range of two to fourteeni In order to
conserve space, tables summariting the results of all statistical tests
utilifed in this study are not includsd here, Tables summarizing the important
follow-up tests are inoluded in Appendix B. . The minimal level of statistical
significance accepted in this study was p <,05.

The subjects of this investigation perceived atomistic comments (X = 10,70)
be significantly more helpful than holistic comments (X = 9.03). This held true
for all types of oriticism, No interactions produced significant variance in
student ratings for atomistic or holistic comments.

Subjects generally perceived impersonal criticism (X = 10.23) to be
significantly more helpful than personal oriticism (X = 9.50). Two signifiocant
interactions, however, affected student ratings of personal and impersonal
oriticism: (1) on positive comments, subjects did not indicate a prefarence
for elther a personal or impersonal approach (see Table 1); and (2) on
atomistic comments concerning content, students rated personal criticism
significantly more helpful than imperscnal oriticism (see Table 4).

The results of this investigation indlcated that students generally rated
positive oriticism (X = 10.20) signiricantly higher than negative oritioism
(X = 9.53)s This general finding, however, did not hold true for all types of
commsnts, When oriticism was imparsonal, students did not indicate a preference
for either positive or negative comments (see Table 1)} furthermore, when
impersonal criticism was directed toward delivery, negative commsnts were

perceived to be significantly more helpful than positive comments (see Table 5).
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Vhen a1l impersondl, atonistic oriticism was taken into congideration, negative
comments wore perceived to be significantly moré helpful than positive ones
(see Table 6),

The subjects of this investigation did not indicate any general praferences
for the eriticlem of content (X = 9.82) or delivery (X = 9491)y When responge
to content and delivery oritioism was analyzed in reldtionship to the other
dichotomies, however, student peérceptions of content and delivery comments were
significantly different, For all impersonal cdomments; those doﬁce"rhi‘ng delivetry
wete rated biénifiééntiy nigher than those dealing with content (see Table 2)4.
Vhile holistio coments were generally rated low, they were rated significantly
higher if they ccncerned delivery rather than content (gses Table 3), On the
other hand, when all perswnal oriticism was analyzed, comments -concerning
content were rated signillcantly higher than comments on delivery (see Table 2),.
This preference for oritivism concerning content was also true foy all
atomistic commonts (see Table 3), Two three-way interadtions affect the inters
pretation of the above resultst (1) for all personal, holistic critidisni.
comments about delivery were preferred over comments about content} and
(2) for all impersonal, atomistic comments, oriticiem of delivery was preferred
over criticism of content (see Table 4),

The analysis of results in this investigation did not reveal any
significant two-way interaction between the content-delivery and positives
negative dichotomies, ‘hen these two dichotomies were analyzed in relationship
to the atomistic-holistic ‘dichotomy, z_howev‘er, two three<wsy interactions did
emerget (1) for all nogative, atomis%ic comments, criticism of content was
preferred over oriticism of delivery; and (2) for all negative, holistis

oriticism, comments concerning delivery were preferred over comments about

content (see Table 7).




o 'rhe raaults Obser\’ed m this otudy suggeswi tWo eenei‘al conolusiona. o o
| gative. mporsonal. atomietic of-itioism was fatad éikniﬂoahtly moré hupi‘ul : o
| ]njnther types of oritioism._ Negative, peraonal, holiatio criticism was }f,}ff

k_r&ted aignificantly lees heipful than other types of oritioism.}f?f* e i
| This 1nvest18ation 1ndioated that student leVéls of exhibitioniam do not G

vﬁffaffeot student perceptions of helpfulneas., Student levels of anxiety, however;ﬁfi*5
-f‘;were related to eignificant differences 1n p» ceived helpfulnese ratings.
‘Tfffﬂighly anxious students rated oritioiam significantly more helpful than did ; ’;   1
‘ ? _:atud9nté oharaoterized by lower levels of anxiety (see Table 8).‘ Thie finding'f:i;“’?

0’1 ,waa true for all types of oriticism'with one exceptions when female atudents =
%"w;:of male instruotors were analyzed. the perceived helpfulness ratinge of the law
anxiaty group were significantly higher than the ratings by the highly anxioua
gsee Table 10). .
~ The rosults of this study indicated that sex differences are alao related
to significant variation in perceived helpfulness ratings. Students of female
~ instruotors ratea'oritioism significantly move helpful than’studenté”ot;maié

| instructors, Also, female students generally rated oritioisp significantly .
" . more helpful than did male students, Femsle students of female instruotors

gave the highest ratings, while male students Qf male instruotors gaVe the
klowest (see Table 9). Although these findings were true for different types
of oritioism, there was one exception: femals sttid@nta characterized by low
levels of anxiety rated oriticlsm from male instructors significantly more.
helpful than oriticism from female instructors (see Table 10).

Dlsgussion
The results of this study indicate that students do not have a general
preference for oriticism of dolivery or content. They apparently feel that




'~_‘ oritioism, however e?footéa their reeponee to comments ebout content and

('frated eignificantly more helpful than oritioism of oontent. while pereonal

| *‘?oommente wore gonerally rated Lower than impereonal ones, personal oritioiem ‘;f

. of the speech ray also reflect pereonality, students may feel that itis
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both types of critiolem ave equally mpomn‘t. Other oritical dimenaions of
[;delivery. Uhen an impereonel epproaoh wae ueed, the oritioiem of dolivery wae 7
'of oontent wae perceived as being significantly more helpful than pereonal i
| comnents concerning dellvery, Perhaps these differences may be attributed to i‘;“* .
- the faot that the delivery of a speech is a very personal matter. A pereon'eii;[ni

method of delivery is a refleotion of his total being and, while the content

"eaeier to change and improve content without ohanging one'e total being.~

Thereiore, they may be ‘more. sensitive to the oritioiem of delivery. They may
be receptive to a teaoher's affeotiVe response or personal approaoh when the
oritioism concerns oontent but when the more peraonal aspeote of delivery are
focused upon, students may strongly prefer an impersonal approach in which |
comments are reiated to cognitive prinoiplea rather than personal reaotions.

Similar comparisons can be made when content and delivery oritioism is
analyzed in terms of the atomistic-holistic and positive-negative dichotomies,
Since delivery may be considered personcl and less appropriate for oriticisnm,
holistic comments, and especially negative, holistic comments (whion vere not
perceived to be very helpful), were more acceptable when dealing with delivery
than when eriticizing content. Similarly, atomistic comments, and espeoialxyf"”
negative, atomistic comments (which were generally rated very helpful), were'
rated more helpful as criticism of content than as criticism of delivery, If
content may be‘more eesily improved than delivery, negative, atomistic oriticism
concerning content may be much more important to students than negative,
atomistic oriticism of delivery.



o The reeulte oi‘ t.he enelyeie oi‘ three-way interaotiene arfeotins etudent, :
reeponse to content 20d d.elivery oritieien provide further eupport for the -
';f;above interpretetiona. The preforence for delivery oritioten in holietio LA
'}";""jioomente wae etrongtr than the preterence for oontent oritioiem When ueing a' ; : k
'fpereonn abproachc Ameng a11 pei*eonal holietio ccvmnta (genérally rtted - o
 quite. 1ou), delivery oritdotem wds better received than content oritidiem. o .
%g:'rhie is in keeping with the interpretation thet eomﬁents whioh are geheran&l et
| ocneidered not very helpful are more a.cceptable in the realm of delivery than i
ot they ere in the realm of content. One of the moet eurprising results wae thét _“
the preference £or delivary oriticism when using an impersonal approach wae |
:etronger than the preference for content oriticism in atomietic comente.
Among all impereenal, atomistio coments (generally rated quite helpful).‘ -
" delivery oriticism was better received then content‘critioiem;‘ -Whiie ’tnie is
| somevhat eontradictory to the above interpretation, it is in keeping with the | |
‘ interpretation that etudente are generally sensitive to delivery eritioiem.

When delivery wae involved, students held a strong preference for an impersonai o

approach in which comments were related to cognitive prinoiples rather than
pereonal reactions, ,

While the results of this investigation of student preferencee seem to
‘provide support for writers who recommend equel emphasis on content and
delivery (McGraw, 1924; Balcer and Seabury, 1965; Dedmon, 1967). they aleo

_indicate the influence of other oritical dimensions on student :reception of

content or delivery eriticismi, _T_hese results,',hcmever, should be cousidered

tentative; this is the first investigation.of this type, and the results should

not be considered conclusive,
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The results of nws etudy whioh‘inaieetekthetﬁetudente generally rate
poeitive oriticish :ignificantly more helpful than negetive oritioism might be
| interpreted ee & ratural humen deeixe to receive preise. This preference fon

i positive comments, however, did not hold true for e11 types of eritioism.

L Poeitive comments were rated higher than negative comments only when the

critioiem wae personal or holistic. Personal criticiem and hoJietio criticiem _ﬂf' .

"were generally perceived to be eignificantly leas helpful then their reepective s

ccunterperts. Thus, etudents generally indicated a preference to receive -
poeitive reinforcement only when the oritical approach was one they did not t.
perceive as being highly helpful. When an impereonel or atomietic approach
was evident, the ratinge of positive end negative oriticism were not eignifi-
, cently different. There were also epeoifio combinetione in which negetive
oriticism was perceived to be significently more helpful than positive
_ oriticien, ‘Students:apparenily prefer to receive both positive and negetivéi;
comments., This study supporte Aloright's (1967) finding that‘negetive
oritiocisn does not elwaye elicit a negative pereonel reaotion. Thie‘investi-
gation has also revealed further information in determining what spscific type
of negative comment elicits the more positive response: negative, impersonal,
atomistic criticism is rated significantly more helpful than other types of
ocriticism; negative, personal, holistic comments are rated significantly less
helpful than other types. |

Student preferences indicate that instructors should include both positive
and negative comments in their oriticism. While the instructor may use any
approach in making a positive comment, he should structure negative criticiem
carefully if he is concerned about the student's feeling toward the oriticism.
This study indicates that negative comments should not be personal or holistic

. in nature,
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© UAth two exceptions, the subjeots involved in this study generally
f,'preferred an impersonal approach in oritioism. Uhen al) poeitive oritioism ; y

e vas. oonetdered. ‘the. ratings of peraonal and imperaonal comments were not

i:ﬁ  eignificantly different; and for e11 content. atomietio oritioiem. personal

o 'oomments were rated more helpful than imperaonal ones. Evidently, if the

"%; B oritioism wag positive, or if it concerned epeoifio content studonts were iy

) receptive to. personalized teacher reaotions. In other types of oritioism, they o:;3;
preferred the imperaonal approach. - :

The above results should not oe interpreted as a conclusive argument to-
settle the basic controversy botween instructors who favor the learning-based
model of bohavior change and those who favor the self model. While thege
results may offer some support for behaviorally oriented teachers who maintain
that oriticism shovld be as objective as possible, the results may ‘simply

 reflect the fact that these studsnts were accustomed to an impersonal approach; ‘

‘Sprague's (1971) descriptive analysis of the critique behavior or'21 collegefe
speech instructors indicated that only 6 percent of theif commonte were personali
in nature, If this oritical behavior is representative of all ciaesrooms. the
subjects of this investigation may have responded to personal oritiolism as they
did simply because theyLWere not accustomed to that approach, Only ohe thing
is certain: the subjects of this inveatigation generally preforred the
imperaonal approach in which oriticism was related to cognitive prinoiples.
This may be attributed to one or both of two possible causes: (1) the subjeots
of’this inveetigetion were simply more acoustomed to the impersonal approach,
or (2) students generally desire to have teacher evaluation end oritioism

remain on & business-like, impersonal level, free of personal feelings and
attitudes,
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 The reeulte of this investigation indioate that otudente perceive atomistiok ‘
_ ooments to be signifioantly more helpful than holistio oritioisn. Since this
‘l ‘1;tinding wae true for ell types of oritioism. thie study providee etrong eupport ‘k’;TTf;
‘f"i;for theoviete who etrese the importance of evaluating epeoific aepeots of e k‘ .’ o
j,ejtﬁepeeoh pefformance (Kelly. 19653 Dedmon, 196?). Some instruotors feel thet the ,71f‘
l’?ﬂlgrade provides a holistic evaluation of the perrormence for the etudent.
, t?f10there reel that a oomment abont the perfonmance viewed as a whole should G
e alweys be included in the. Oritique. The results ot this study provide sons
‘;hfileineight for the instruotor who may inolude one or tio holistlo comments in an§t5?~if”
vevaluation. Positive, impersonal holietic oommente were generalky rated 5
,'higher by students than were negative. personal. holistic commente. It the !
ﬁ holietio comment involves pereonal or negative oriticism, then it is’ probablyin7l” -¥
best to refrain i‘rom making the cmment and to eimply 1et the grade serve as e
' the overall evaluative stekement. : |

| ~ The results of this study indicate significant variance in student e
,perceptions of helpfulness which can be attributed to‘etudent anxiety levele l_’tt*tbl{
;  and etudent and instructor 8ex differencee. Rather than an indication of the

instruotore who are the most effective or the students who benefit the moat

from oriticism, these results are probably more of an indication of student
; receptivity to oriticism,

The female students involved in this study generally rated oriticism
significantly more helpful than did the male students. This finding supports
Albrightts (1967) conclusion that femals students generally have better
attitudes towurd critiocism than do males, Sprague (1971) found that female
students generally receive more positive critioism than male students. That

study indicated a relationship between being female, being liked by onets




5 _z‘.thAt female etudents ere more. receptive o critioiem than ere mle atudente. L
o of eriticiem.
: f,f‘_signmcantiv more helpful than etudente of maie inetructors. This dift‘erence

| ’eupportive than men., Female epeech teachers generally write more poeitive

£

?inetruotor and receiving a high epeeoh grede It ia noy eurprieing, theretore, |
:'j.'rhe mum of tma etudy indicate that this finding holds true for eil types
In thie etudy. etudente of femele instructore generally rated criticiem

may be due to the stereotypical assertion about eex roles thet women are mone

coments than male teachers (Sprague, 1971), Studente may be more receptive o
end open to oritioism frcm female instruotore eimply because they are : ' “'
. ‘k.accuetomed to receiving more positive support from them, | e
| The results of this study indicate one exception to the finding of ;
instruotor sex effects ,just disoussed: female students with 1ow amciety levele '
rated criticism significantly higher 1: they had a male instruotor, Thie
finding held tme for all types of critioism. E.Vidently, female students who
are highly confident do not need more positive support which 8 remale inetructor,
might give them. When this reault is interpreted in light of Sprague's (1971)
,findings, it indicates that 1ow enxious females prefer to receive more
negative, impersonal oritioism whieh they are likely to obtein from a teek- ‘
'o.(. iented male instructor. It is intereeting to note that thie preference for 'S
uale instructor does not hold true for low anxious male students, Since male
students generally receive more negative oriticisa tha‘n femalus (Spregue. 19?1).;:
they epperently prefer more positive reinforcement which a female instructor is
1likely to give,_; even if their confidence level is high.
When the perceived helpfulness ratings obtained in this study were
analyzed according to student anxiety levels, it was found that the highly
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ianxioue students rated oritioisn eigniticantly more helpful than did students

- of medium or low anxiety. , This t‘inding was generany true fob all types or

: fﬂ;joritioiem.s It can probably be interpreted as an expressed need ror reinrorceu
| i"fltsment. Studente with little eonfidenoe probably have e. etvoog deeire for
;%]f,ffeedbaok from others to determine their position in interaotioni‘ The more
fif,oonrident student however, probably feels oapable of doing a satiefaotory
v"'Job and therefore does not feel es great a need for feedback. He ie probably
ifj-more oonrident or acourate self-assessment in determining his oun etatuac This
iﬁresult oarriss strong implications for theorists end instruotors uho encourage
;' f['iself oritioism. Highly aniious etudente may be lese oapable of making an

. 'adequate self-evaluation than etudents who are oharaoterized by Lower levele o
- of anxiety. The highly anxious perceive inetruotor oritioism to be eignifioantly:j;;
j more helpful than other students do. ' 5

The resulte of this study indicute one exoeption to the ditference
ettributed to anxiety levels. Vihen all female etudents of male instruotorsi

were taken into consideration. the low anxioua atudente rated oriticism |
signiricantly more helpful than did students of medium or high levele of
anxiety.‘ Since the ratings of the medipm and high anxiety females of male
instructors were not significantly different from the ratings’of other moddum
and high anxety students, these differences can be attributed to the strong
preference of low anxious female students for a male instructor, This
influence does not require an explanation beyond the interpretation already
presented. It must be noted, however, that this strong preference elicits
ratings high enough to overshadow the main effeot of student anxiety.

For all teachers who realize the importance of student attitudes and
preferences, this study provides implications for the refinement of instruotor
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| | 'crits.que behavior. ume the reaultc ot this study do not noocamny um«xu . y
i _,'umt types of critioism actually result in a studcnt'a impraving his

,L:,.c:ccmunicative ability, they do mveal scme i.mportant ot uden t p“““m“ which .
. mAy affeot student attitudes in the lcarning environment. A studentle .

‘receptivity to criticism and, perhaps. hie utilization of . t.hat oritioiam may Sl

o ~’bo greatly affeoted by the degree to which the critioism mets his necdc and

‘;preferences. Many of the results of this etudy, hcwever, must bo considered

3 tchtative for two reasons-" (1) the date. of this research consieted of etudent '

response in a hypothetical situs.tion; and (2) since this 19 thc firat

7 exploratory study of this type, some of the results cannot’ be related to

E previouc research- the study must be replicated and the resulta vcrificd in
future studies. Until further 1nvestigations are accomplished, it wil) be _

 impossible for teachers to know exaotly what to say or write or do that will |

result in the improvement of & student's communicative ability,
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~0PERM.‘ION@ DEFIRIZTONS OF TERMS USED 0 OIASSIFY CRITIOTSM

 code as oontent:

‘*,‘eCOmmente dealing with ideas, reasoning, seleotion of tOpio,,
R limiting of topio, el
: ~eecomment9“dealin% with forms. of support, reasoning, develoﬁ~ e
. >.fmen‘b ideas. Shnali
~ Comments dealing with orgenizationﬂl pattern, introduotion,:a'gy
. -conolusion, transitions.. ., - B
-~ Comments dealing with attention faotors or audienoe
... edaptation, - : e
Comments on creativity, humor, olevernese. 2 : s
- Comments on lenguage style, general -level .of the speech.~-;,f
- Comments on whether speeoh met purpose or objeotives of
o7 asoignment, B
”;WHolistie;commeﬂte hnleh ﬁo not speclfloeliy mentlon anllvery.;j;

: ’5~? Good aob on the content of thts spc«aeoh.;,;5""*"‘»f

 1:1_-00 manv generalities. This speeoh laoked eonorete,
: interesting 'details, e

" This soeech wag both original and, insightful. iy R
N ¢ certaany wviouldn't call this a persuasive speeoh., I'm
S sure you oould have done better. .
et qud epeoific material was used to support. the main 1deas'
-7 Your conclusion wag probably tho best one prevented in:
B o ¢lass today. Vie vion't forget those main points
il because they. were emphasized elearly. e
ysg-«.0vera11, the contont could have been better.. o
f %igThere wae no. evidenoe presented to baok up the eesertlone.u

"7f{fcode 28 delivenys ﬂ”-;f[“57”7'7"’“

'f”~§“commente“deiling with voioe quality, rate, infleotio
ey - volume.
7 domments dedling with pauses or timing. -,~"‘ -
7 Comnents dealing with posture, stance movement,‘gesture
*;fComments dealing wiith use of visua_”aids, manusori" -
o -:ﬁ#podium, note cards, oto, F f
ing with poise, fluenoy, ey ooq aot
interaotion with au ien‘

.}ijOmnentS“ dedlin )
e CYOUSNess, appearancs,
%ing with -+ imit,




éj. o

xamgle

Your delivery today was much emoother “then the 1ast time.;";i e
Why did Yyou start leaning on the podium? You never used ol
t0 do this, . el
Very good delivery! : u:'“f"*'“
“You had & lot fewer vocalized auses this time.«- £
We all have various problems with delivery.i;You need
i ii $0 work epeoifioally on having more variety in your
*, - gestures, o
0ver 11, weak delive
s ©~ . in the speechi 0 ,
Generally _your style of presentu ion was too: formal for.
© ‘this settlng and topio. D ‘
“This speeo wag suoccéssful because of effeotive del.

Kid‘ trabtedyfrom the ideas. présénted




ﬂ_the oontenb oouid have been better. : -
d. Tﬁgour olagsmates, your delivery etill needs

alb improvement, e i ‘

01 gtait*l ni

‘ A’ou used‘ 6 10g
1 Tiy to explain thingg

‘p'to your potential
tedﬁfrom tne ideas presented

h inolude hewstudent‘s name, ¢ . o
,,”reference_to instruotor's personal




~ Qode a8 impersonals

f“ijommente deal Lng with a prinoiple of good. Speaking.;
»‘Oommente whivh are more oognitive than affeotive. k

; Example

;You appeaﬁ {g be quite poised.‘ This oontributes to emO'th;
e elivery. ' :
,1;The mein ideas viere olearl; and. effeotively phrased.
)The pauae right after the New York example worked ve
. - effeotively to emphasize the point,
ﬁGOOd_speoifio material was used to support . 3
- Slow down and artioulate olearly, Some of youn ¥
r.phrases are muffled and hard to ; '8

\1ing with: ¢ otal speech pe:
,,,,,,, aling with whether r not speech n
' ral tatement about

‘whioh make 8




Example

‘Your reasoning wasg muoh more sound today -- 8 great
' improvement over your last speeoh.
The main ideas were olearly and effeotively phrased.
We all have various problems with delivery. You need to
worf epeoifically on having moxe variety in your
~ . estures,
Too many generalities. Thie speeoh laoked oonorete,
interesting details,
Slow down and artioulate olearly. Some of your words B
and phrases are muffled and hard to understand.
I find it diffioult to remember your main points. You -
‘ - should have emphasized them more.
You appear to be quite poised. This oontributes to
smooth delivery., '
The improper use of notes was & distraotion which
: hindered your offectiveness.
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Table 1 |
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test &
Positive~Negative, Iapereonal—Personal Dimensions

Differences Between Means

T;pe_of Criticism® 4 —3 2
1. Positive, Impersonal 1,205%% 179 122
2. Negative, Imperuonal 1e273%% 658

{%=10.168) e |
3+ Positive, Personal "1e216%%

- (R=104111) ,

4. Negative, Personal
(%=8.895)

*Bach mean is based on 8 ratings made by 309 subjects
\*Significant at p<.01

‘ Table 2 ;
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test :
Content~Delivery, Impersonal-Personal Dimenslons

fypeof Critdelet 4 3 2

”‘7 ;,13,De1ivery’ Impersonal 1?265*¥ i .816 *‘?;ff?;$53g§7517;

?(2=10b5 3)

,;J.637*“:L

-248** .




28

~ Table 3
. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test
content-Delivery. Atomistio~ﬂolistic Dimensione

+

S : , Differenens Between MeénS'
Eype of Gritic;sm 4 ' 3 - 2

(%=10.843)

2. Delivery, Atomistie 1,757 % ‘ .292**'
3. Delivery Holistic 466%K
" (%=9.265) |
4, Gontent Holistio
, (2-8.799)

1. Content, Atomistic O 2.044%% 1. 578** | D28THE

Eaeh ‘mean is based on 8 ratings made by 309 subjects
_**Significan+ at p<.01 o :
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Table § -
Newman-~Keuls Sequential Range Test
Student Levels of Speech Anxiety

~ | Differences Between Means
Sowree® -G - 3 - 2 .
1. High Speach Anxiety 226%% AT9*
(%=10.015) | AR
2. Medium Speech Anxiety 047
(23908363" ’
3+ Low Speech Anxiety
' '-(2=9o789) .

*Bach mean is based on 32 ratings made by 103 subjects
- (32 ratings included response to all types of eriticism)

¥Significant at. p<.05 '
**Significant at p<.01

i ———— A it - 4 A

| Table § »
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test
Student and Instructor Sex Differences

e

~ Differences Betwsen Means

_Sowrce® v . BN RN T,

~ 1u Pemale Students (016 503) | sp7ex (204%% . 195%.

.. Female Instructors.

2. Temale Students  (3.15.013) 33 098 -

. Male Instructors..

jmlommmans L o) s o

~ Female Instructors

4, Male Students
. Malo Instructors

(

Bogesal e L
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